Concordia University 
Faculty of Fine Arts Council 
Minutes of the Meeting of November 28, 2003 


Present: K. Perry (Chair); K. Austin,. E. Bernatchez, A. Cappelluto, M. Corwin, 
A. Dutkewych, D. Elliott, B. Foss, N. Gaudreau, C. Hirst, N. Jirku, W. Krol, P. Langdon, 


J. Leclerc, J. Lehrman, L. Lerner, E. Little, C. MacKenzie, R. Maule, K. O’Brien, E. 
Pearlman, K. Peters, L. Plotek, A. Reaume, H. Richards, T. Stathopoulos, A. Taggart, S. 


Teoli 
Absent with apologies: 
C. Jackson, L. Adams, S. Bolton, D. Pariser, K. Raudsepp 


Guests: B. Black, J.-P. Duchesne 


1. Appointments to Fine Arts Faculty Council (FFAC-03-11-28-D1) 


MOTION: (MacKenzie, Peters) 


“that the following appointments to Fine Arts Faculty Council be approved: 


Department Representatives (1 year terms): 


R. Cross, Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema 
E. Little, Department of Theatre 


CARRIED 

2. Approval of the Agenda 

The agenda was approved. 

3. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of October 26, 2003 

MOTION: (Peters, Corwin) 

“that the minutes of the meetng of October 26, 2003 be approved.” 

CARRIED 

4. Business Arising from the Minutes 


The policy on “lapsed students”, which was tabled at the October 26, 2003 meeting of 
Council will be presented at the next meeting of Council, in January 2004. 


K. Austin asked for clarification of the procedures used to elect part time faculty 
members to Council. He questioned the nomination process. In response, the Chair 
referred him to CUPFA for clarification, as they are responsible for the election of part 
time faculty. 


5. Chair’s Remarks 


In Dean Jackson’s absence, Associate Dean Kathleen Perry chaired the meeting. She had 
no remarks. 


6. Question Period 


A. Reaume requested information on student spaces in the New Building. The Chair 
suggested he consult with John Locke, who is responsible for the New Building Project, 
and then with the Dean, if necessary. 


Ve Graduate Curriculum Report #86 (FFAC-03-11-28-D2) 
MOTION: (Foss, Stathopolous) 
‘that Graduate Curriculum Report #86 be approved.” 
CARRIED 
8. Undergraduate Curriculum Report #87 (FFAC-03-11-28-D3) 
MOTION: (Foss, Langdon) 
“that Undergraduate Curriculum Report #87 be approved.” 


Associate Dean Brian Foss presented the Report, and made several introductory 
comments: 


¢ The Faculty’s Strategic Plan of 2001 had mandated the Department of Studio 
Arts to pursue the development of a “Major in Digital Arts”. The 
Intermedia/Cyberarts programme being presented in Undergraduate Curriculum 
Report #87 is the result of those discussions. 


* The Department of Studio Arts has recently undergone academic appraisal. Both 
external assessors recommended the development of this type of programme. 


¢ The University’s Strategic Research Plan includes the field of Multimedia and 
Interdisciplinary research as one of four principal research axes. 


¢ The introduction of a programme in Intermedia/Cyberarts is timely for several] 
other reasons. While Open Media has been offered at the graduate level for 
many years, at the undergraduate level there has not been a systematic or coherent 
organization of these course offerings. 


* In addition, this approach to art-making has been offered at comparable 
institutions (among them, Emily Carr, NSCAD, OCAD, Simon Fraser), for 
several years. Studio Arts is falling behind in this area, and must address this 
before it has an impact on enrolments. 


¢ Regarding resources, the programme takes existing credits and course offerings 
and re-names and re-conceptualizes them. Additional credits will be added in 
future years, but in manageable proportions. Timed to begin with the move to the 
new building in 2005, equipment and resources for the programme will be in 
place. In addition, the programme will be sent to CREPUQ for approval, and 
additional operating funds may then be forthcoming. 


* Finally, he noted that there is a prevalent fear that when technology-based 
programmes are introduced, they take over and may submerge existing 
traditionally based programmes. He then re-affirmed the Faculty’s commitment 
to diversity in art production and, in particular, the maintenance of traditional 


media. 
The floor was then opened for discussion. 


K. O’Brien expressed her support for the programme, which she felt was long overdue. 
However, as a representative of Design Art on Council, she had been asked to convey 
some concerns to Council, by the Department Chair. 


There are several editorial changes required: 


* correction of department name throughout the document (Department of Design 
Art , not Design) 
* Coordinator of Digital Image/Sound in the Fine Arts is PK Langshaw, not Jason 


Lewis 


In addition, K. O’Brien noted there was only one of two formal meetings with the 
department on the proposal, and that a consensus was not reached regarding the overlaps 
between programmes in DFAR, and the newly proposed Major in Intermedia/Cyberarts. 


The proposal includes a section of Letters of Support. The Chair of Design Art wanted 
to clarify that the letter she had written was in support of the removal of ARTX 270 from 
the Studio course offerings for Design Art students. It was not intended as a general 
letter of support for the new programme in Intermedia/Cyberarts. 


In response, B. Foss agreed to make the editorial changes immediately. He also recalled 
various informal meetings between the Chair of Design Art, of Studio Arts, and himself 
on the proposal. As for the letter of support, it clearly states in the body, that it is a letter 
of support regarding ARTX 270, which was the purpose for which it was intended. 


D. Elliott suggested that the section be re-titled “Letters of Agreement/Support”. He also 
confirmed that Design Art was the first department to be contacted (Summer 2003), and 
that the proposal had been emailed to all other relevant department chairs by early 
September. 


L. Lerner questioned the wording on page 24, regarding Art History and Art Theory 
courses. It should be corrected to state: “IMCA students are required to take a minimum 
of 12 credits in Art History and Art Theory.” 


K. Austin strongly endorsed the programme, which he also felt was long overdue. He 
saw it as a catalyst and a precipitator of more integration of the technologies in the arts. 
It will draw together people involved in technology and arts, and recognize that there is 
no one place where these ideas can be addressed. 


E. Bernatchez asked about the phrase at the beginning of page 7, which seemed to be 
incomplete, but concerned the effect of the new curriculum upon part time hiring. In 
response, B. Foss mentioned that the first two lines of the paragraph should be removed. 
Nonetheless, D. Elliott wanted to speak to the issue. He assured Council that there 
would be no loss in part time hiring, and in fact, there is potential for credit growth with 
this programme. As with all part time hiring, questions of specific expertise will arise 
when the assessment of qualifications takes place at hiring. 


As a follow up to B. Foss’ comment about the dominance of technologies, W. Krol 
wondered how attrition of the traditional areas could be prevented. In his opinion, more 
than words are required. Some form of action is needed to prevent the slow erosion of 
the traditional areas. 


In response, D. Elliott stated that he believed the Studio Arts is large enough and healthy 
enough to maintain the present diversity of offerings. It is a balancing act. Even within 
the new programme, there are three distinct streams: video, electronic art, and intermedia 
practice. The latter may or may not involve the new technologies. 


W. Krol again stated his belief that once the ongoing momentum begins, a lack of interest 
will provoke a lack of support, and the default will be reinforced. K. Peters suggested 
some sort of guidelines to ensure that this default won’t happen. In response, D. Elliott 
noted that the guidelines are numbers (enrolments in courses). 


As a member of the Department of Studio Arts, A. Dutkewych was very positive about 
the proposal, as he felt it would enhance the department, and ultimately attract more 
students. He felt that the department was the place where these concerns over erosion 
should be discussed and addressed. 


K. O’Brien added that when the Faculty-wide computer lab was opened, there was a great 
deal of angst over the same issues, i.e. whether digital programmes would overtake their 
traditional counterparts. In her experience, the fascination is short lived, and that many 
students eventually fall out of love with technology and return to other media. 


E. Bernatchez related the same experience ina CEGEP. She has found that students do 
want to work in both digital and traditional areas, and once they have mastered certain 
aspects, the numbers diminish. All in all, the programme proposed will only involve 100 
Majors. 


As there was no further discussion, the question was then called: 


In favour: 26 
Opposed: 0 
Abstentions: 1 


CARRIED 
9. Guidelines for Displays/Exhibits (FFAC-03-10-24-D3) 


MOTION: (Plotek, Krol) 


“that the Guidelines for Displays/Exhibits (FFAC-03-10-24-D3) be approved.” 


Associate Dean Kathleen Perry introduced Paul Gregory and Lina Falacchione of 
Environmental Health and Safety who were present to provide background information 


regarding the Guidelines. 


P. Gregory described the process that had been used to draft the Guidelines. The Central 
Advisory Health and Safety Committee consulted with faculty and students in the visual 
arts, including the VA Gallery. This resulted in a set of guidelines that is not 
prescriptive, and is intended to be both useful and respectful. The health and safety of 
the artist and the viewing public is its intended purpose. First and foremost, this 
responsibility rests with the artist, and is a matter of self-enforcement. There are many 
other parties who may be consulted to ensure that health and safety requirements are met 
(among them, instructors, technicians, gallery directors, building manager, EH & S 
personnel). L. Falacchione added that EH& S wishes to step away from “policing” and, 
if potential hazards are identified, tries to work with the artist to find alternatives. 


Several members voiced concerns about the guidelines, among them: 
- the potential for censorship (“sometimes danger is content”) 


- the need to distinguish between public and private space; if risks are made clear 
through warnings, the viewer accepts the risk upon entry; 


- when a potential risk is identified, the delays for resolving the situation must be 
brief. 


K. Austin spoke in favour of the motion. He was disheartened by resistance to the 
guidelines as he believes that it is the role of faculty to educate and, ultimately, through 


education, make changes. 


As Council seemed to require more information in order to proceed, Associate Dean 
Perry asked whether tabling the discussion would be a good idea. 


L. Plotek spoke in favour of the motion, and then called the question. However, a motion 
to table was then made. 


MOTION: (Austin, Bernatchez) 
“that the motion to approve Guidelines for Displays/Exhibitions be tabled.” 
DEFEATED 
The original question was then called and CARRIED. 
Infavour: 9 
Opposed: 6 
Abstentions: 10 


10. Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


S. McLeod 
December 12, 2003 


